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Truman’s Renunciation: Behind the President’s historic announcement last Saturday night lies a 
Jot more than has met the eye from the front pages and editorial columns, according to Capital talk; 
a lot more than what Mrs. Truman wanted him to do, or the consideration of his age, or even the 
fact of Kefauver’s victory over him in the New Hampshire primary. . 


At that Jackson-Jefferson dinner when he pronounced the historic words appeared several clues 
that set the more curious observers investigating. For, it was obvious that the Palace Guard and the 
politicos supposedly privy to Truman’s plans were dumbfounded and dismayed. It was just as 
obvious that Secretary Dean Acheson felt not the slightest surprise or disappointment. They did not 
know. He did. 


In short, what evidently happened was that the decision was made on a higher level than the 
Palace Guard, which had been urging the President to run again and thought he would. Its members 
had a big stake in his continuance in office — their jobs. 


But there were higher quarters, other individuals, who had access to the President and who enjoyed 
more influence. 


Mr. John O’Donnell in his column from Washington to the New York Daily News (April 1) says 
it was General Marshall (whose sway over the President is well known), together with the internationalist 
set, who influenced the President fmally not to run. Among those whom O’Donnell names as members 
of the set are Mr. George Allen, “the court jester” and friend of Eisenhower, and financier Bernard 
Baruch. The decision was really made, says O’Donnell, some time last fall. 


“President Truman, harassed and politically crippled by the mounting charges of corruption in 
his Administration, should bow out of the White House picture and clear the way for General Eisen- 
hower’s bipartisan, if possible, nomination for the Presidency.” 


The decision was made on the basis that the internationalist policy must be continued and that 
the candidates of the two parties must be individuals vowed to such a policy: that, in short, the American 
people should have no opportunity to vote on the foreign policy question next November — “just as”, 
O'Donnell remarks, “they were prevented from voting on the all-important question of peace or war, 
interventionism vs. isolationism, from ’40 to °48.” 


O’Donnell’s column is somewhat confirmed by Drew Pearson in his column of April 1, with 
variants and additional versions. Pearson tells of pourparlers between Eisenhower and Truman 
and how Truman offered to back Eisenhower for the Presidency. In such a course, Pearson relates, 
Truman wrote a personal letter to Eisenhower which was delivered to the latter in Paris. (This may 
have been the letter mentioned in HUMAN EVENTS on October 24, 1951.) There are many details 
yet to be clarified and made more precise about the historic collaboration of Truman and Eisenhower 
in the former’s plans for this election year. 


But what is emerging in general outline is a pattern of intrigue by internationalist elements, 
of which the bankers (mentioned by George Sokolsky, see last week’s issue) who are the real backers 
of Eisenhower, are an important part. 


Taft Comeback: After a night listening to returns from the primaries in Nebraska and Wisconsin, 
we felt momentarily bilious and inclined to use Truman’s term “eye-wash” to describe primaries. 
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For the newscasters were describing Taft’s victories in those states as a “comeback”. Actually, there 
séems to have been no “coming back”, for Taft wasn’t “back” anyhow in terms of real strength and 
delegates. Nevertheless, in terms of the psychology of politicos and people, he was “back” and if 
he suffered disappointment in these two states, the results would have adverse effects on the psychology 
in Iowa and ‘Michigan which hold conventions later this wéek. So, the outcome in ‘Wisconsin and 
Nebraska has that positive value. 


F Ad 5 waned Taft. publicly. said, he snail win. a | vietory if he got 20 delegates. He won 24 
delegates (just. what. his_ manager, Tom Coleman, predicted). . In Nebraska, for psychological reasons, 
Taft supporters hastily staged a “block that kick” action. Ike’s. men had announced that they would 
have a “write-in” campaign, in an effort to repeat the sensational “write-in” of Minnesota. Hence, 
the Taft “write-in” drive. 


In a sense,' Taft’s victory in Nebraska was (despite its unofficial, write-in character) clearer than 
in Wisconsin. In. the latter state, many Democrats — it is generally agreed — went into the Republican 
primary and voted for Warren and Stassen. Such a “cross-over” is legal anywhere in Wisconsin. 
It is not legal in precincts covering almost half the population of Nebraska. Thus, we have a good 
test of sentiment among people and their leaders | as to who they wanted as delegates to the GOP 
convention in July. 


_ Additionally, as we forecasted in our leading news piece last week, feeling in Nebraska against 
UMT, which is backed by Ike and opposed by Taft, was a factor in the latter’s success. Charles 
Lucey of the Scripps-Howard chain of newspapers today remarks: “In Nebraska, strong opposition 
to UMT and foreign spending, plus unpopularity of the war, almost certainly helped Senator Taft.” 


The Problem of Russell: The next problem of the international clique is to solve the problem of 
Russell or, to put it in another way, of the Southern revolt. It is no secret in Senatorial cloakrooms 
that “Dick” Russell is now much courted by the Northern Democratic politicos. They may have taken 
him up on a very: high mountain and no one knows what may have been offered. 


Whatever his attitude, he is now very much in the running for the Presidency, and nationally. 
He says that he will get out and tour the country, including the North after he can get some of his 
Congressional business out of the way. He has opened baaliegeeatans about a block from here in the 
Mayflower Hotel. “I only ask the people”, says Russell, “to judge all candidates on the basis of 
ability, experience, ‘patriotism and devotion to constitutional government.” The last phrase, of course, 


is the hitch: 


For the Southern attitude — and Russell’s, too, unless he came down from that mountain with 
new ideas — is that FEPC is not constitutional. It may have been in part for Russell’s benefit that 
Governor James E. Byrnes, another leader of the Southern revolt, warned that “I am interested in 
the platform as well as in the candidate. I want a platform pledged to respect of the rights of states. 
I am opposed to any declaration in favor of a compulsory Fair Employment Practices Act, socialized 
medicine, the Brannan farm plan or any other socialistic Proposals.” 


q 


But Russell must look to his brethren not only in the South but also in the North. For even 
if he got all Southern and border states’ delegates (which is possible) he would still fall far short 
of a majority in the Democratic National Convention next July: He is popular in farm states in 
the North for his stand on agricultural questions. But those states send few delegates. Therefore, 
what sort of music comes to his ears from the big states which will swing the nomination — from 
New York, for instance? 


The New Yark Times on March 21, in a front page story by its political correspondent covering 
state politics, Warren Moscow, reported that the New York State Democratic political leaders “regarded 
the question of a candidate’s stand on civil rights as the most important local issue in the national 
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campaign, and. indicated that any candidate they supported would have to fit.in-with' state sentiment 
on the issue. This ——- samen Senator Richard B. Russell of: anes from. a onmiaetn 
tions. . . .” ist els | eqn » ‘ 2 


As for the left-wing New York Post, its columnist Max‘ Lerner used stronger words, saying that 
the nomination of Russell or Kerr would be “a monstrous joke, stripping the Phakiooegts of their bi 
issue against Ike or any other Republican — the issue’ of domestic’ liberalism”.*’ That paper said’ 
editorially on the same day that the nomination of Russell would “guarantee ‘Democratic’ defeat’ “in 
November”. f oS ne by Bs 0 SOS TY r 


The problem o Russell is, indeed, a problem, and ae some ‘time to. come. ..- 


Stevenson: “The friend of Alger Hiss” is one . classification wryly given to the Illinois Governor, 
now mentioned as the strongest contender for the Democratic nomination. Anti-Fair Deal Democrats. 
and Republicans in the Capital find this epithet unkind but thoroughly justified by the facts. For, 
Stevenson voluntarily gave a deposition, read at the trial of Hiss, attesting to his. good character. 
Stevenson did not have to give this character testimony, for it is well known here that other New, 
Deal figures who were approached by Hiss counsel declined to appear as character witnesses or to, 
give favorable testimony. 


That Stevenson would like to have this matter forgotten was quite clear to Pane id watched, 
the NBC “Meet the Press” television show last Sunday. Under sharp questioning by Richard Ly 
Wilson, Cowles newspapers correspondent, Stevenson literally squirmed. When asked. if he approved 
of the McCarran Committee investigating subversives, Stevenson professed not to know what that. 
Committee is. He avoided condemnation of Hiss and uttered the stock criticism of ‘ ‘hysteria” and 
“unfounded charges” — a typical reaction of the New Dealers who counterattack when ‘the queéstion 
of subversives in Government is brought up. All this was noted in Washington si those ‘with 
political memories. xa 


It was also recalled that Stevenson, like Hiss, was one of the crowd of New Dealers who entered 
the Department of Agriculture in the early days of the Roosevelt regime. Later, he was closely asso- 
ciated with Hiss in the State Department in the years 1945 to 1947, a time when Hiss operated at the 
peak of his power. In those days, Hiss was well recognized in the State Department as a leader ‘of 
the “pro-Russian” clique and Stevenson worked with him on UN affairs. These are facts which oppo- 
nents of the Governor -of Illinois will undoubtedly bring forward frequently daring coming’ months, if 
he becomes an avowed candidate. + 4 

oy 
Germ Warfare: The real story behind the current uproar concerning germ: warfare has ‘not ‘up’ 
until now been told. The charges by the Soviet Union that we have engaged in this form .of combat. in. 
the Far East are, of course, false. We have not done so, and have no present intention of doing $0, 
It is possible that the Soviet is trying to lay the blame for local epidemics in the Far East on American 
shoulders and to this end have pulled out all the stops of its propaganda organ. 


eal] 

The real story is something else and involves an as yet unpublicized matter of nnticne concern. . The 
U.S., like other powers, has been carrying on experiments in germ warfare on a pilot scale in this: 
country. Studies have been made, photographs taken, films made, books written ‘and the usual ‘seminars 
held to provide discussion of the matter. 


_ At one of these seminars, quite a number of people — officers al civilians, 2 as well as repre, 
sentatives of some of our Allies — were present. What interests — and worries — our security, 
authorities is that some examples of the Soviet propaganda suggest that the Kremlin apparatus must. 
have received some rather extensive reports on what went on at this seminar. For, the Kremlin 
obtained some details sufficiently colorful to provide the Soviet propaganda broadcasts with realistic, 
bits of description — such as size and shape of containers. 








So the real question is — who passed on this information to the Soviets? Were they Americans 
who serve the Soviet, yet remain in our civilian and military departments? Or was the informer 
someone among the representatives of friendly foreign nations present at the meeting? In any case, 
there is something wrong with our security system. 


Curiouser and Curiouser: Even as the President is asking for more power to enforce price controls, 
arguing that these are necessary to hold down impending inflation, he takes a step definitely intended 
to promote inflation. In a letter written last week to the Federal Reserve Board, he demanded that 
it cease its efforts to hamper the issuance of city and state bonds, securities which are, like all political 
bonds, inflationary in character. 


Over a year ago, there was organized a Voluntary Credit Restraint Committee, consisting of banks 
and other financial institutions (the Justice Department had ruled that such action would not be con- 
sidered in restraint of trade). The object of the Committee was to hold down the inflationary trend 
by making borrowing more difficult; the borrowers it had in mind were mainly city and state authori- 
ties. Their bonds, just like most Federal bonds, are negotiable and therefore carry purchasing power. 
For that reason they are inflationary. Furthermore, some contemplated state issues were for soldier 
bonus payments, which would certainly result in a spending spree. 


_ Just how much “checkbook money” might have come into the market from the bonds that the 
Voluntary Committee did not buy is a guess; the guess of the Federal Reserve Board is “many millions”, 
Evidently Mr. Truman (or those who do his economic thinking fer him) thought so too. He suddenly 
discovered that this curtailment of the borrowing powers of local governments is an invasion of their 
“democratic” prerogatives. ; 


But, why? There are two reasons, both political, and therefore related, for the President’s action. 
The one is, the President needs some inflation right now. This is an election year, and it is important 
for the party in power to promote the fiction of prosperity through inflation. The market trend these 
past few months has been definitely deflationary; bulging inventories are pushing prices down. Un- 
employment has shown its ugly face. The cure for this unsavory condition is to increase the supply 
of. money in circulation, and one way of accomplishing that purpose is to pressure the banks to buy 
the paper issued by city and state authorities. 


Furthermore, it is necessary for the party in power to convince the housewife, who also votes, that 
she has a friend in the White House, a Sir Galahad whose sole purpose in life is to strangle the bold, 
bad businessman who is charging her too much for vittles. Congress, which is in cahoots with said 
businessman, must not be permitted to interfere. The way to bring Congress into line is to create 
some inflation, causing the housewife to scream for controls. 


“Food and Freedom”: Supporting the above argument that the purpose of controls is altogether 
political, and has nothing to do with economics, is a full-page advertisement in the Washington Post 
of April 1. It is a bold statement by the Safeway Stores, Inc., showing that interference by OPS in 
the business of retailers, small and large, has actually caused these merchants to lose money, not 
because of any reduction in. prices but because of the costly regulations put upon them. It stigma- 
tizes this interference as Hitlerian in purpose and method, and gives specific instances of OPS crack- 
downs which support that charge. 


A most telling feature of the advertisement is payroll figures of the Helena (Mont.) District 
Office of the OPS. The base salaries paid out by that one office total nearly a quarter of a million 
dollars a year. How many votes does this expenditure buy for their employers — the party in power? 
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The views expressed in this EUROPEAN SUPPLEMENT are those of an experienced European observer, 
and are interesting for that reason, but they do not necessarily reflect the views of Human Events.—Editors. 


By BERTRAND DE JOUVENEL Paris — March, 1952 


Since the war, American help to Western Europe has been continuous, though with variations in 
name or nature. There was, to begin with, social first aid administered by the American soldiery on a 
personal basis, and later by gifts from Americans to Europeans (CARE). Then came the public ven- 
tures of UNRRA and GARIOA. These remain a vivid memory in European minds. 


The helping hand turned to financial assistance for the purpose of economic recovery, channelled 
through European governments. It started with special loans to the several governments (notably the 
British) and was later systematized in the form of the Marshall Plan. Now we have military aid, which 
began with grants of American war materiel to European states and has emerged into NATO, an Ameri- 
can assumption of leadership in the defense of Europe. 


Each aid project began as a short-term venture; American public opinion regarded each as a means 
of leading Europe back to a self-supporting condition. The involvement however is evidently progres- 
sing rapidly, assuming the nature of an organic nexus. 


A View of Economic Aid: The American taxpayer contributed some 19 billion dollars between the 
end of the war and the outbreak in Korea towards the restoration of Western Europe’s economy. Within 
these five years the industrial production of Western Europe has climbed to one-fourth above the pre- 
war level. Competent American critics have argued that the healing process would have occurred 
without the aid. They have history on their side: the most destructive wars, provided they do not last 
too long, have been followed by swift reconstruction, proceeding all the faster in an industrial age. 


Without American help recovery would probably have been slower; it would certainly have been 
more painful. From January, 1946, to June, 1950, Western Europe exported, out of its own area and 
its dependencies, 25 billion dollars’ worth of goods, and imported 48 billion. If the United States had 
not financed the bulk of the difference, either far less goods would have come into Western Europe, or 
far more would have had to go out. In either case, the life of Europeans would have been far more 
difficuit. 


It can be argued that this greater difficulty would have forced them into saner practices. It can also 
be argued that it would have driven them into collectivism. It is anyhow a fact that, as things became 
easier, European politics turned away not only from Communism, but also from Socialism. 


Americans have difficulty in picturing the economic problems of Europe, because their urban and 
industrial civilization was built on a formidable land area amply adequate for the feeding of its popu- 
lation, as well as providing the factories with almost the totality of the raw materials they consume. It 
is only recently that the United States has become conscious of a certain dependence on the small num- 
ber of imported raw materials. With Western Europe it is otherwise. It must import a considerable 
portion of its food and the bulk of its raw materials. The imports of the ERP area from the outside 
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world last year came to 30 per cent foods, 50 per cent raw materials and fuel, 4 per cent fats. It js 
clear, therefore, that the necessity of cutting imports has a direct impact on the standard of living and 
on the provisioning of manufacturers and tends to bring on rationing and controls. 


‘Western Europe is fundamentally in the condition of a town which cannot sustain its life or activities 


without a proper inflow. This was assured by American aid. The Communist campaign against this aid 


therefore fell flat. 


_.. American critics point to the fact that aid has not made Europe self-supporting. Indeed, Europe has 
a long-term economic problem, which cannot and should not be pushed onto American shoulders. The 
areas capable of supplying Europe with primary goods will not provide markets for European manufac. 
tures, either because they are better served by American industry, or because they are closed by Soviet 
conquest, or because they are protecting their own infant industries. This makes it important for Euro 


peans to hasten the development of areas under their political control. 


That is a costly process; so is the process of bringing up to date the whole economic apparatus of 
Metropolitan Europe. The necessary capital can be raised only in one of two ways: by encouraging 
the hope of high profits, the liberal way, or by state investment, the socialist way, which in turn necessi- 
tates either taxation or inflation. The stimulated fury against high profits and the severity of progressive 
taxation have driven Europe towards the socialist form of investment. This is now drying up, because 
there has been already too much taxation and too much inflation. The force of egalitarian feelings, on 
the other hand, is exerted against the alternative method of permitting profits for capital investment. — 


These are Europe’s problems, which cannot be solved, by transference to the United States. The 
opportunity of so doing, however, is afforded by the Mutual Security effort, to which I am now coming. 


The Difficulties of European Rearmament: Economic aid helped the Europeans towards recov- 
ery, something they wanted and would have come to in any case. Military aid, on the other hand, 
helps them towards something they should naturally want, but in fact do not; and they want it all the 
less because it is urged upon them from the outside. — 


Nations. produce military forces under motivations which have been little studied, or are bunched 
by sociologists under the heading of Militarism.. Obviously, military forces are not produced ration- 
ally, in proportion to external threats; if so, States would never be overcome. Governments have at 
no time found it easy to raise in cold blood the forces called for by the national interest. It was pre- 
cisely such an undertaking which ran King Charles I into trouble, and ultimately cost’ him both his 
throne and his head. No reasoned argument on the balance of power will awaken the necessary response; 
the appeal has to be emotional. 


- A nation reacts more sharply to the tauntings of an enemy than to his preparations. The arousing 


of its anger is more effective than the opening of its eyes. The Ancients thought of pride, anger and 


courage as seated in the liver. It is with this deep fount of energy that political leaders must establish | 


communication, if they are to exact an unwonted effort from their people. 





European leaders have three difficulties. One is the numbing effect of Russian peace propaganda. 


If only a small minority regard the “peace” offensive as an expression of true pacifism, a far greater 


number regard it as an expression of Russian weakness. 
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The second difficulty is that an emotional appeal must reach down to ancient layers of ‘feeling. 
You cannot at the same time appeal to the pride of the French as such and induce them to merge with 
the Germans. It is noticeable and important that nationalisms in Europe are quickened as the rearma- 
ment effort proceeds. One might almost say: “No rearmament without emotion, no emotion without 


nationalism.” It is in this respect most regrettable that political progress towards union did not pee 
the rearmament effort. 


The third difficulty of European leaders lies in themselves. The governments, at least of Continen- 
tal Western Europe, may have many virtues, but among these sturdiness is not one. It cannot be 
forgotten that during the inter-war period, these governments either succumbed to attacks from the. 
inside without a show of resistance, as in Italy and Germany, or they failed utterly to insure national 
defense. Under such weak and vacillating governments the neighbors of Germany, including France, 
went down like nine-pins. 


One is therefore tempted to wonder how far present European leadership can evoke a popular will 
to rearm. Without such a will taxation for rearmament must seem intolerable. It must anyhow be very 
painful to bear, for the nations involved have not made up their war losses. While the productive ‘appa- 
ratus is being restored, the dwellings are not: the ruins which strew Western Europe testify that great 
efforts must still be applied to this task. 


Moreover, a most cursory study of European budgets will show that the place previously occupied. 
by military expenditure has been replaced by welfare expenditure. Hence, it is not a question of: 
moving back military expenditures to their pre-war position, but of piling them on top of what has taken. 
their place. Nor can any one say that welfare encourages the will to defense; after the 1936. reforms: 
France displayed nothing like the unconquerable will she had shown in 1914. It was the England of 
the “bad old days” which defended herself so superbly in 1940. ; 


The Impact of NATO: Two very different appraisals can be made of NATO’s impact. It is un- 
questionable that the establishment of SHAPE has breathed new confidence and new life into the elements 
in direct contact with it. Officers and military engineers were in the valley of despair before the. advent 
of Eisenhower. Suffering from the most complete neglect, officers were leaving the army and engineers: 
had to resort to tricks to obtain funds for research on weapons. The whole world of defense was a 
decaying Palace of the Sleeping Beauty, into which the breath of life has now been reinstilled. 


On the other hand, it may be said that the assumption of leadership by the United States in the 
defense of Europe has blinded the bulk of European society to political reality. Instead of the sharp 
question: “How shall we meet the threat of those 175 Soviet divisions?”, the Europeans tend to ask 
themselves: “How far shall we contribute to the American effort in Europe?” ‘Rearmament comes to 
be less a reaction to the Soviet challenge than a response to the American invitation. The position of 
Europeans is less that of David facing Goliath than that of the minor partner arguing with the major 
partner over his contribution to the common venture. 


. The David attitude would unquestionably have been preferable. The question is whether the 
Europeans would have taken it. There was a distinct possibility of a purely European directorate: of 
defense (advocated by Mr. Churchill). British isolationism and French antipathy toward Germany 
handicapped its realization. Since speed seemed the great objective, the Atlantic solution prevailed, 








and it is hard to picture how things would have stood without the impulse given by General Eisenhower, 
This leaves us, however, with the problem of pushing the responsibility back where it belongs, upon 
European shoulders. The sooner, the better. 


International Paternalism: Those Americans who are worried by the increasing involvement of 
the United States in Europe have their counterparts on our side. Repeated recourse to a mighty friend, 


to whom you take your problems, is annoying for him, but above all it is bad for yourself. 


It is a feature of social evolution in general that individual men flee from contact with the reality 
of Nature and tend to seek solutions in social institutions. When the agent is in contact with Nature, 
the causal relationship between his action and the outcome is clear; when he is in contact with a social 
institution, the latter is interposed between Nature and the individual; its insufficient benevolence is 
then blamed for the shocks which it fails to absorb, the pressures which it passes on, and the dearth 
of henefits it conveys. In the same manner, the United States is interposing itself more and more be- 
tween Europe and reality. We must cut our imports, because we failed to persuade Congress to increase 
its largesse} we must increase the rearmament effort because the Americans so insist. These are 
deplorable modes of thought, not at all becoming to free men. 


Moreover, complications are arising. When Congress entrusts money to an agency for a given 
purpose, the agents must naturally prosecute this purpose to the best of their ability. If they regard 
the program of state investment as favorable to Ruritanian economic and military capacity, and heavier 
taxation as justified. for this object, they must press for state investment and heavier taxation; that is, 
they interfere in the internal policies of the country. It would be contradictory to instruct such agents 
at the same time to get certain countries into a certain shape for achieving certain targets and to abstain 
from intervening in their internal affairs. A time must come, however, when such intervention happens 


to run afoul of certain Ruritanian currents, and when the whole matter comes into the open. 


It is a tribute to the skill and tact of American officials abroad that friction has not yet arisen. This 
is‘also due to the expedition inherent in bureaucratic management, permitting discussions at departmental 


level and thus escaping parliamentary and press comment. 


Unincorporated Partnership: During the last few years there has been much talk in Europe of 
“transferring some fractions of national sovereignty” to European agencies. Sovereignty is nothing 
but the ultimate power of decision. It is clear that in more and more matters decisions of moment to 
Europeans are being made in Washington. As of now, Washington is already far more effectively the 
capital of a new Western commonwealth than London is of the British Commonwealth. 


This circumstance is an outcome of circumstances: no assent to this colossal innovation has been 
sought either from the American people or from European peoples. We find ourselves, and shall in- 
creasingly find ourselves, in a partnership unequal as to liabilities and as to authority. The great 
problem of the coming years is whether we can move back to the simpler relationship of an alliance, 
or: whether we shall regularize an organic relationship. It is in any case, as I believe, a delusion to 
hope that we can proceed by stages to bureaucratic ingrowth without ever running into popular re 
actions. The problem of intra-Western relations will come to be the most interesting of our time. 
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THE JULY VERDICT 
By Frank Chodorov 


Ww SUTTON, the bank robber, was asked why he robbed banks. The ques- 
tioner was a psychologist. “Because”, Willie replied, “that’s where the money is.” 
Some political pundits, like the aforesaid psychologist, are propounding a question of 
similar quality: Why is Big Business* backing General Eisenhower for the Presidency? 
The answer should be as obvious as the one given by Willie. Things being as they are 
in this country, Big Business looks to Washington for its living; if the next head of the 
Washington establishment is a spender of proportions, Big Business may hope to live at 
the cocktail standard to which it has been accustomed by the New-Fair Deal. General 
Eisenhower is reported to have strong leanings toward the big spender role. 

The other serious contender for the Republican nomination, Senator Taft, is of 
doubtful value to Big Business. He has not set himself up as unalterably opposed to 
all global spending. But, he has shown a distaste for the policy called internationalism, 
which is a euphemism for profligacy, and he seems to be temperamentally unfit for the 
job of wasting other people’s money. It is expected that Mr. Taft, if elected, would be 
inclined to pull the national purse strings tight. 

On the Democratic side, the aspirants are avowedly internationalists of the first 
water. They are committed to that policy by their party’s record during the last twenty 
years. 

Putting the individualistic Mr. Taft aside, Big Business could place its bets on any 


of the present entries in the race and be sure to come up with a winner; that is, with 





a President who would assure them of a steady intake of the taxpayers’ dollars, via 
contracts, interest payments, loans, etc. There isn’t a parsimonious one in the lot. The 
final choice between them could well be made on the basis of photogenic qualifications, 
as demonstrated by television. 

The reason for this unformity of policy was revealed in a recent article in the New 
York Times. That purveyor of “all the news that’s fit to print” selected for its front 
page an article that should have been headlined “You Never Had It So Good”. The 





* Big Business is one of those dangerously indefinite terms that creep into the popular lexicon. As used here, 
it connotes those bankers and industrialists who equate patriotism with profits and don’t care whether the profits 
are derived from serving society or the State. There are many men, independent bankers and businessmen, large 
and small, who cannot be so classed, and whose public spirit is of the highest order. 
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thesis of this article — written by an ace “economics” by-liner — was that the American 
people are rolling in wealth because their Government has confiscated their wealth. The 
argument was supported with tables, charts and graphs that covered the better part of 
an inside page. 

Here was the incontrovertible “scientific” proof that waste is a virtue, that printing 
press money is the best in the world, that the building of pyramids is on a par with the 
production of things people want. The writer went to much trouble to prove the think. 
ing of our times to be correct. Things are good. We are rich. Even an unemployed 
person can manage an automobile, thanks to government handouts, and the opulent 
newsboy nonchalantly changes your five-dollar bill. 

In the face of this ephemeral national well-being, can a candidate for office advo- 
cate a change of policy? Can he point to the long-run consequences of waste? Would 
he be a “practical” politician if he did? 


i POINT up the sagacity of Big Business in backing a spender, one can do no better 

than bring up the case of Diocletian, a Roman Emperor of the third century. The 
times were “good”, even as now, for prices and wages were rising rapidly. The rise 
was so precipitous that Diocletian had to issue his famous Edict, which set specific limits 
on wages and prices; the Edict differed from our own OPS law only in that it prescribed 
capital punishment for offenders. But, it was not only in respect to inflation that the 
history of Rome under Diocletian reminds us of America under the New-Fair Deal. 
Taxation was high, “social benefits” were plentiful and war was an accepted condition 
of life, even as now. 

And yet, Diocletian found himself in a peculiar predicament: he had too much 
capital. Taxation had canalized into his coffers about all the capital the Empire had 
accumulated, and he found it quite indigestible. In order to obtain the things that make 
an Emperor’s life worth living, the capital had to be put to work. Since he had no 
competence at that sort of thing, Diocletian invited his favorite entrepreneurs to help 
themselves to his surplus capital (even as RFC), so that they might produce things which 
he could then confiscate by taxation. 

It was an arrangement that approximated what our current economics textbooks 
call the ‘Compensatory Fiscal Policy”. Big Business fell in with this scheme, not only 
because they had no choice, but because the Emperor was wise enough not to confiscate 
all the profits. He let them keep enough so that they could maintain their chariots, 
dancing girls and what went for penthouses in the third century. They found the CFP 
quite sound. We have no doubt that they supported the scriveners who praised it and 
endowed the colleges that expounded it. 

As for the proletariat, that portion of the population who at all times are fully 
occupied with the problem of keeping the race alive, they surely raised no objection 
to a CFP that provided them with a sufficiency of bread and games. To be sure, they 

































did not like the inevitable concomitants of CFP, like taxes and wars and being pushed 
around by bureaucrats; but they put up with all that so long as the primary needs of 
a meal and a mate were satisfiable. It is reported that one of the Roman Emperors 
offered them good growing land, free and clear, so that they could become self-support- 
ing and, incidentally, self-respecting. Nothing doing; they preferred loafing. 

In short, all economic roads led to Rome, even as all economic roads these days 
lead to Washington. ‘How to Get Rich in Washington” is the title of a hortatory book 
recently off the press. The author waxes exceeding wroth with the private and public 
buccaneers who conspire to help themselves to the taxpayers’ money. How silly! Just 
as Willie Sutton robbed banks because that is where the money is, so anyone bent on 
legally acquiring riches these days must establish contact with the world’s biggest 
buyer, the world’s biggest capitalist, the world’s biggest employer, the world’s biggest 
lender and spender. Can one get rich anywhere else than in Washington? 

Big Business, it must be remembered, is most practical. It is always so, now as in 
the time of Diocletian. 


i Is WHY Big Business is determined to put a first class spender in the White 
House. They want more of the CFP. Strangely, however, these dividend-minded 
bankers and industrialists find themselves on the side of the political fence occupied by 
those who would cut their throats. For, the brethren who look upon private capital 
as the cardinal sin of our age are equally strong for the dumping of our wealth on 
foreign shores (or into the ocean, for that matter), and are plugging with equal fervor 
for the election of a candidate who, on the record, gives promise of carrying out that 
dumping policy to the full. These fellows are also practical, perhaps more practical 
than their Big Business allies. How better can one kill capitalism than by helping it 
bleed itself to death? Karl Marx said so, and he never uttered a profounder truth. 

However, this mesalliance between the get-rich-in-Washington boys and their mortal 
enemies is not a novel political phenomenon. It was consummated by both Hitler and 
Mussolini. In those cases, it will be recalled, the capitalistic gigolos were done in — 
“rolled” — by their collectivistic wenches. That this fate will befall American capitalists 
is obvious, except to those capitalists who are blinded by conceit and avarice. If one 
calls their attention to the folly of their ways, they will reply that they are too smart 
to be taken in by the hussy with whom they bed; which only shows how gullible they are. 

As a matter of fact, what we are witnessing in the present election campaign is the 
insanity of a class trying to commit suicide. Karl Marx, who had a penchant for coming 
up with correct conclusions from wrong reasoning, predicted the wiping out of the capi- 
talistic class by something called historic forces. But, historic forces do not impose taxes 
nor cause inflation nor waste labor products. These things, which tend to undermine the 
capitalistic economy, are done by politicians. And when capitalists aid and abet politi- 
cians in such destructive practices they are, as a class, committing suicide. 





5 lag Bic BusINEss will succeed in its insane purpose will not be decided in 
the November election. It will be decided in the July conventions. If they 
succeed in imposing on the Republican convention a candidate given to the spending. 
ourselves-rich policy, the days of free enterprise in the country will be foreshortened, 
As for the Democratic candidate, although Big Business will support him too (as a 
matter of insurance), they need have no apprehensions; loyalty to that party will give 
them the kind of candidate they want. Both candidates will be of the same litter. 

Voting ~will then become meaningless, for the electorate will have no choice as to 
policy. During the last four campaigns, when me-tooism was prevalent, abstention 
increased to the point where almost half of the eligible voters did not cast their ballots, 
Until punitive measures are resorted to, the practice of non-voting would probably go 
beyond that point; it could become revolutionary in import. 

Nevertheless, the combined vote this November will be substantial, regardless of 
absenteeism, and the successful candidate could well insist that he held a mandate for 
indiscriminate spending from all the people since both he and his opponent advocated 
the same policy. He would be in duty bound to out-Roosevelt Roosevelt, to out-Truman 
Truman. It would hardly be necessary for him to trump up a moral justification for 
Point IV, or a defense argument for NATO. Spending for the sake of spending would 
be the order of the day; no questions asked. 

The people having spoken, it would be in bad taste, if not bad politics, for Congress 
to interpose itself between the tax fund and the spending agency, which is the Executive. 
The people will have made it plain, or so the election will be interpreted, that they 
want no parsimony. The legislative branch would then become more of a rubber 
stamp than it has been in the last two decades; it would fall into the innocuous position 
held by the Roman Senate for several centuries, until Diocletian mercifully wiped it out. 
At any rate, Big Business would transact its affairs with the supreme spending bureau- 
cracy, by-passing Congress altogether. 

The profligacy would necessitate higher taxes, thus further discouraging produc- 
tion. With less production to tax, the monolithic party President would have to resort 


to the Roman formula: finance Big Business, even with bogus money. Big Business 
would then become the lackey of the State. It would continue to live well, even with- 
out private property or pride of personality. 

That being the inevitable consequence of four more years of still more indis- 
criminate spending, why should any intelligent, self-respecting citizen cast a vote next 
November — unless the sane and constructive forces in the GOP should rise up and win 


over Big Business in the crucial convention next July? 
ADDITIONAL COPIES: One—$.20; six—1.00; ten—1.50; fifty—5.50; one hundred—10.00. Quotations for larger quantities on request 
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